The victorious proletariat of that country, having expropriated the capitalists and organized its own socialist production [italics Stalin's] , would rise against the rest of the capitalist world, attract to itself the oppressed classes of other countries, raise revolts among them against the capitalists, and in the event of necessity, come out even with armed force against the exploiting classes and their states [italics mine] - 1 Moreover, it is worth noting that Stalin cynically assumed that capitalist powers were attempting to practice the same devious diplomacy toward Soviet Russia that he sought to use against them. I would stress the depth of Stalin's caution in diplomacy and his fear of being tricked. 2 Finally, I would point out that Stalin's method of analyzing international politics involved carefully weighing the resources (a favorite term was the "reserve") of each actor. 3 Such power calculations provided a basis for Stalin's actions to realize his purposes in foreign policy and for his measurement of progress or lack of progress toward achieving them.
When Professor Tucker turns to his second major task, explaining Stalin's practice of foreign policy, he stresses the dictator's thinking about foreign policy. In other words, Tucker presents a motivational-ideational (for the sake of brevity let us call it "purposive") interpretation of Stalin's practice of foreign policy. For his purposive interpretation to be persuasive, Tucker might be expected to uphold at the minimum two propositions. First, that Stalin in fact determined particular foreign policies. Because Stalin participated in ruling Politburo coalitions during the mid-1920s, it is sometimes difficult before 1928 to decide what degree of responsibility for foreign policy was Stalin's. For example, although Stalin initially opposed the idea, the Politburo in 1923 sanctioned an unsuccessful bid for power by the German Communist party. 4 Stalin's final position on the revolutionary plan is simply unknown to us. Happily, Tucker excludes policies where Stalin's sponsorship is dubious and concentrates on policies where Stalin's imprint can be inferred-for example, the National Bolshevism line during 1923 in Germany.
Second, Professor Tucker's purposive thesis implies that Stalin's practice of foreign policy was basically not a response to domestic political pressure. Although this statement may be readily accepted for the 1930s, there are instances in the 1920s where Stalin's policies appeared to reflect his interest in demolishing his domestic political opponents more than his purposes in foreign policy. For example, the most persuasive explanation of the Nanchang, Autumn Crop, and Canton insurrections of late 1927 is that Stalin demanded them in order to confound his critics among the United Opposition. 5 Again, the "left turn" in Comintern policy that took place between 1927 and 1929 seemed principally designed by Stalin as a weapon against Bukharinist and other Russian opponents.
6 Admittedly, we do not know Tucker's interpretation of these cases. In my view they are much less amenable to his purposive interpretation than the particular policies he does discuss.
Inevitably, Professor Tucker's purposive interpretation raises the question of whether Soviet foreign policy would have been very different under someone else like Trotsky or Bukharin. Granting a measure of shared Bolshevik (Leninist) assumptions among all three men, and assuming a similar foreign environment Such speculation aside, the fundamental issue is Stalin's foreign policy and whether Stalin's thinking explains his practice. In my view, Professor Tucker's purposive interpretation explains a great deal about Stalin's foreign policy. Indeed, I am impressed with its usefulness in illuminating policy toward the Far East, which Tucker treats cursorily. In regard to the Far East, he chiefly observes that the China theater presents an example of the Leninist policy of allying with revolutionary nationalism (the Kuomintang) against the imperialist powers. At the same time, however, Soviet policy sought to court Chinese opponents of the Kuomintang including the warlords Wu P'ei-fu and Chang Tso-lin and the socalled Christian General Feng Yii-hsiang. Moreover, a Soviet document of March 1926 containing the decisions of a special Politburo Commission on the Far East (in which Stalin and Trotsky participated) reveals that Soviet policy was then principally concerned to prevent the formation of an Anglo-Japanese "united imperialist front." In order to further the "policy of aggravating the contra-6. Concerning the Comintern's "New Course," Helmut Gruber asserts: "More than any previous policy of the Comintern it was the outgrowth of the continuing power struggle among Russian leaders and factions, whose final outcome established the hegemony of Stalin in Russia and in the communist movement" (Helmut Gruber dictions among the imperialist powers in the Far East," the Commission proposed to seek some agreement with Japan at the expense of Chang Tso-lin and the Kuomintang. In an amendment to the document, Stalin emphatically rejected any actions by the Chinese nationalists, including offensive military expeditions, that might "impel the imperialists onto the path of military intervention." 9 From this document it is clear that Stalin was associated with the policy of coming to terms with Japan in order to intensify interimperialist rivalries-a foreshadowing of the sale to Japan of the Chinese Eastern Railway and the conclusion of the Soviet-Japanese neutrality pact, which pointed Japan toward war with the West. Virtually the only elements of Tucker's formulation of Stalin's thinking that remain opaque or indistinct in Stalin's practice of policy toward the Far East are the specific adjacent territories where for historic or strategic reasons he might have hoped to impose from above a socialist revolution.
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More important, Professor Tucker's purposive thesis serves well in fathoming Stalin's policy toward Germany during the rise of Hitler and immediately thereafter. The main fact to be explained is that while Stalin did not actively aid Hitler's coming to power, he did nothing to prevent it. What mattered to Stalin was not the foreseeable massacre of the German Communists, but the anticipated extreme exacerbation of Franco-German relations. It is doubtful that Stalin took seriously the proposition that a democratic Weimar government might conclude an alliance with France against Russia, but he may well have decided that a democratic Germany would "never go to war against the West for German interests." To be sure, Stalin wanted no immediate war, but neither did he wish a prolonged peace.
